Students' lack of school success often lies in the differences between the language used at home and the 'school language' they are required to use at school. A framework was drawn up in which five domains are distinguished where specific problems might be located: language-internal aspects (mastery of vocabulary, grammar, etc.), literacy (reading and writing skills), interaction (interpersonal communication skills), learning (content-related organizational and studying skills), and presentation (explanatory skills). To test the (practical) viability of this framework two studies were carried out (European policy experts and secondary-school teachers). New opportunities for teacher training are addressed.
Introduction
Many students are not sufficiently proficient in the type of language they are taught in at school and which they are expected to speak. While increased telecommunication opportunities have facilitated learning and understanding of the standard variety of the school language, the same advances in technology, more specifically access to satellite TV, have made it possible for speakers of other languages to remain immersed in their mother tongue at home, thereby reducing rather than increasing exposure to the official national language (Silliman and Wilkinson 2007) . Plurilingual students often face a double challenge: they not only have to learn a new language but also the school-based variety of that second language (e.g. Cummins 1981; Thomas and Collier 2002; Laghzaoui 2011 ), which we might call its academic register (Scarcella 2008; Baumann and Graves 2010) . School success, rather than being determined largely by cognitive abilities, is instead strongly influenced by the gap between the characteristics of the home language and those of the school language.
The aim of this paper is to investigate how this situation could be remedied, first of all by identifying the specific competences required and subsequently ascertaining the gap between the level of mastery required (and therefore tacitly assumed in everyday practice) and the level of mastery actually found among most plurilingual students. To investigate this, this paper focuses on teachers in German secondary schools teaching classes with students from diverse linguistic backgrounds. An inventory is made of the kind of school language competences that teachers feel students need in order to be successful at school. Teachers are confronted with and recognize diversity in language competences and thus are able to indicate what the differences are between the required competence level and the average competence level actually found in their classrooms. If these differences are large, teachers and students are likely to experience problems. The lesson content presented in the school language register will only partly be understood by the pupils, and as a result their chances of academic success may be greatly reduced.
The first part of this contribution discusses different theoretical perspectives on the language habits of schooling. Five domains are distinguished, each representing distinct types of activities and tasks that students are asked to carry out at school. Subsequently, the outcomes of two studies are presented: a qualitative study based on interviews with European experts and a quantitative survey held among secondary general school teachers in Germany (North Rhine-Westphalia [NRW]).
A framework for school language The language 'habits' of schooling have been investigated frequently (see Anstrom et al. 2010 for a review). If we take a closer look at the literature on the subject, a distinction can be made between more socio-cognitive-oriented approaches and more functional-linguistic ones. Studies that center on a socio-cognitive understanding aim at drawing the attention of educators to the cognitive challenges students face at school if the relevant linguistic features are not yet automatized (e.g. Cummins 1981 Cummins , 2000 Cummins , 2008 Cummins and Swain 1986) . Even if students appear to be fluent in spoken informal interactions, their language proficiency may not be sufficient yet for the school context. In contrast to the language used in concrete day-to-day activities, where meanings can often be derived from the context, the meaning of the generally more abstract language used at school is far more difficult to derive from the context, and can often only be explained using other language. The lack of contextual support in figuring out what exactly is being said or written in a language the students are relatively unfamiliar with further adds to the difficulties involved in mastering the school language and makes considerable demands on their cognitive skills (Gibbons 2003; Mohan and Beckett 2003) .
A functional-linguistic approach is based on the idea that language always has a function according to the social context in which it is used (Halliday and Hasan 1985) . In this approach, a school language register is described that comprises the linguistic features and meanings that are typically used within the school context. This is the register that students need to master. The mastery of the register depends on the input of parents and teachers rather than on contextual support. Schleppegrell (2004) analysed school texts and identified a number of features of academic language (e.g. the use of relatively infrequent and specific or technical words, or decontextualized, outside the concrete here-and-now reference to person and events). Aarts, Demir, and Vallen (2011) developed a framework to deal with the notion of the academic language register. Henrichs (2010) and Laghzaoui (2011) used this framework to unravel the early emergence and development of the academic language register in monolingual and bilingual children. These linguistic typological register-oriented studies are useful to provide better insight into the characteristics of school language, but they do not really yield important information for the development of practical measures to substantially diminish the problems encountered at school (Freeman and Freeman 2007; Shatz and Wilkinson 2013) .
In both approaches, a central notion is that students' school success depends on the mastery of linguistic means. If the linguistic means are not yet automatized (cf. a socio-cognitive focus) or if the school-specific features are not mastered (cf. functional-linguistic focus), students are likely to perform at a lower level than their monolingual peers and most likely considerably below their true cognitive abilities. Snow and Uccelli (2009) call into question the practical relevance of these approaches to school language. A description of linguistic features results in a 'lengthy list' (Snow and Uccelli 2009, 121) , but it does not enable us to make any statements about the hierarchy or frequency of the different components. According to the authors, a practically relevant framework should 'direct less attention to the description of linguistic features per se and more to the skills required in the process of mastering [school] language ' (112) .
This contribution elaborates on the concept of plurilingualism, put forward earlier in the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages: Learning, teaching, assessment (2001, 4) , crucially defining this as one competence, encompassing a range of languages in a variety of contexts, rather than seeing these as a range of separate language skills as an individual person's experience of language in its cultural contexts expands, from the language of the home to that of society at large and then to the languages of other peoples (in our case school language use of teachers in the classroom). Plurilingualism is an emerging research area in educational and linguistic studies (e.g. Creese and Blackledge 2010; Canagarajah 2013; Garcia and Wei 2013; Lin 2013 ). The idea is that plurilingual students do not keep these languages and cultures in strictly separated mental compartments, but rather build up a communicative competence to which all knowledge and experience of language contributes and in which languages interrelate and interact. While the multilingual language user could be defined as a person in whom the languages he or she speaks are neatly separated, with very little if any interference occurring between the systems, plurilingual language users make use of different languages without keeping these strictly separated, and most likely without being able to keep these strictly separated. In the latter case, the emphasis is on communication in its broadest sense rather than on system-internal or register-internal correctness and consistency in grammar, vocabulary and pronunciation. The emphasis of the competencies of the plurilingual language user tends to be on the spoken rather than the written medium, with the partly concomitant dominance of the concrete and immedi
The language domain
The language skills in this domain refer to school-relevant vocabulary and range from the mastery of basic content words to the mastery of conjunctions, modalizing words, and abbreviations. This vocabulary is generally rather formal and abstract, with informal and personal expressions being avoided.
The literacy domain
The domain of literacy comprises the skills that are needed in order to read and write texts on different cognitive levels. One of the basic elements of reading literacy is a repertoire of words as it is specified in the Language Domain above. At a higher level of reading literacy, students need analytical skills. This means they should be able to uncover the intention of a text and to evaluate the text critically. With regard to the production of texts, the spectrum ranges from the ability to use accurate words to the ability to avoid presuppositions while writing texts.
The domain of interaction
Interaction skills are defined as the ability to engage in attentive and responsive behavior in class toward peers as well as toward the teacher. These skills become explicit in a variety of activities, ranging from simply listening, and asking relevant questions, to giving feedback or counter-arguing.
The learning domain
Learning is defined as a process that is driven by active learning skills. Organizational learning skills comprise the ability to organize one's own written notes or to organize work procedures. Research learning skills range from the ability to find out the meaning of unknown words to the ability to conduct and analyze surveys.
The domain of presentation
The skills relevant to this domain are related to the content ('what') and the way this content is communicated ('how') at different cognitive levels. At school, different action verbs are used (summarize, explain, analyze, etc.) to indicate at which level students are to handle and to present the message. To be able to present the message in a way that makes it attractive to the audience, certain strategic choices need to be made. These include stylistic devices and audio-visual material as well as the ability to take into account the interests of the audience, which in the school context comprises one's fellow-students and the teacher.
The framework presented was explored in two studies. In the first study, focusing on the theoretical value of the framework, six experts from different disciplines and different European countries were interviewed. The aim of these interviews was to arrive at a more precise description of the five language domains distinguished and to establish whether, viewed from a top-down (European) policy perspective, there were any relevant aspects that had not been included in the framework. In the second study, focusing on the practical applicability of the framework, the experiences and opinions of 58 teachers from secondary general schools in Germany (NRW) were investigated in an online survey. The aim was to find out if the school language framework could be applied to the actual day-to-day practice of teaching students with a broad variety of linguistic backgrounds. An additional aim was to evaluate for each of the domains the concrete in-class teaching/learning activities linked to it.
Study 1: interviews with experts on language in education Six experts from five different European countries (Austria, the UK, the Netherlands, Poland, and Germany) were interviewed. All of them are involved in research and/or in (developing) policy on school language, at the national as well as the European level. There were several reasons why we chose to interview these experts in particular: (1) because of their expertise at the local (national) and European level, (2) because of their expertise in the field of language education policy and its practical implementation, (3) because of their thorough familiarity with the construct of 'academic language' and, (4) because of their nuanced and realistic view of the challenges posed by multilinguality in European education.
The experts
The experts included Rian Aarts (Tilburg University, the Netherlands), currently participating in the DASH project and investigating the language use of bilingual Turkish and Moroccan children in the Netherlands who are exposed to academic language features in both home and school setting, (e.g. Aarts, Demir, and Vallen 2011; Laghzaoui 2011) , and Joana Duarte (Hamburg University, Germany), member of the project team that specified a European Core Curriculum for Teacher Education (e.g. Roth et al. 2010 ). In addition to being likewise involved in universitybased projects, the other four experts were also regular participants in or contributors to projects of the Language Policy Division of the Council of Europe, in Strasbourg (Martyniuk 2007; McPake et al. 2007; Council of Europe 2009 Thürmann and Vollmer 2011) . They were Mike Byram, (Durham University, UK), Eike Thürmann (Land Institute for Schools, NRW, Germany), Helmut Vollmer (Osnabrück University, Germany) and Waldemar Martyniuk (Jagiellonian University, Poland). The latter had also been director of the European Centre for Modern Languages (in Graz, Austria) of the Council of Europe.
The interview script For the expert interviews, a semi-structured questionnaire with 19 open-ended questions was developed, addressing five topics: The experts' interest in the topic of school language, a definition of school language, the need for an elaboration of the concept the development and/or implementation of a school language framework, and the components of a school language framework. The focus of the interviews was on the framework for school language that we developed. The experts were given a summarizing definition of each of the domains and were asked to discuss the importance of each of these for the school success of students. The interviews (ranging from 30 to 90 min each) were conducted in May and June of 2013. After we have elaborated briefly on the position taken by the experts that some of the challenges involved in mastering the school language are not restricted solely to plurilingual students and that monolingual students also face the challenge of having to learn the competences, we will present for each domain of school language distinguished in our model a synthesis of the expert interviews (see Kistemaker 2013 , for a more detailed report of the interviews).
School language problems
The experts agreed there is 'something special' about the language used at school. It is a register that consists of a number of very specific language features. Although the register is typical of school language, this does not mean that it is not or cannot be used outside the school context. On the contrary, it can easily be 'exported' to different contexts outside the school situation. The language people use at home can range from being far removed from to being quite similar to this 'academic' type of language, which is rather 'similar to written language.' Apart from the input from the teachers at school and the language generally used there, a student's proficiency in the school language register is determined also by the language input received at home from parents, other family members, friends and acquaintances, and people in the neighborhood. As a consequence, the mastery level of the school language register in classes with large numbers of plurilingual students may vary considerably, with each individual 'language package' containing more or less school language features and thus facilitating or complicating school success. In characterizing the register of school language, the experts referred to a variety of linguistic features (lexical, morphosyntactic, textual) at different levels of abstraction. They emphasized that the boundary between informal and school language is blurred and that the transition from one register to the other is a gradual one. They shared the idea that metalinguistic features are independent of the language itself and can therefore be adopted from other languages. This is relevant with regard to the context of multilingual classes. A student who has developed certain meta-linguistic features in another language may thus even have an advantage over monolingual students.
The interviewed experts expressed several times that the multilingual background of students can indeed cause school language problems, but that this does not mean that students without such a background do not encounter problems with the language particularities of schooling. The problems involved are not restricted to minority groups or immigrant groups, but most definitely include the indigenous population as well. There are other factors besides those typical of minority or immigrant groups, such as a lower socio-economic background, a lower-educated milieu, less input from the parents, and (local) dialects that may influence the gap between the home language and the school language. The problems surrounding school language were first brought to the forefront as a result of the problems encountered by migrant children, but now that the problem is being addressed, all students whose academic challenges can be traced to issues of language competence can benefit. There is in fact a massive school language problem. The stronger the languagepower of the original environment, the more support there is from home, the more successful students will be at adopting the school language and the more likely it is that their school success will improve.
The language domain
All experts considered adequate language skills an important precondition for students' school success. However, the experts emphasized that mastering the 'system-linguistic features' of school language does not constitute the only precondition for success. Knowing 'how to do' things is an essential element as well. Education should be encouraging and showing students the know-how they need for being successful at school. Schools should first make explicit the actions that are carried out in the school context and then specify the linguistic features that are characteristic of these different kinds of actions.
Where plurilingual students are concerned, it is important to appreciate meta-linguistic competences that these students may have acquired at home. To concentrate strictly on mastering language features means to take a deficit-orientated perspective, seeing or testing solely what the students lack rather than taking into account what they already bring to school.
The literacy domain
The experts considered the domain of literacy to be the key to acquiring a successful educational language register. In many ways, school language is very much like written language. This makes reading and writing activities in class particularly useful for the acquisition of school language features. It is important to make a clear distinction between reception and production, that is, between fully understanding subject-specific material on the one hand, and responding to it in writing or speaking on the other. School language features are learned best through the production of texts. This activity should receive more attention in subject instruction, because it gives teachers a realistic idea of their students' actual language level and allows them to give them adequate feedback. However, teachers should not force students to a high degree of formality, if this cannot be justified by the purpose of the writing exercise. That means that also informal writing tasks should be part of daily teaching practice.
The experts mentioned a number of aspects of literacy that have been disregarded to some extent in the past or that are new to the literacy domain. One such addition is the Internet, which needs specific attention, because it involves new aspects of literacy that children need to be taught about. For instance, students should be taught how to process critically the huge amount of information they get off the Internet. The way information is presented on the Internet, critical processing also requires a high level of visual literacy. More visual input in class could contribute significantly to students' visual literacy. Besides this, visual input could also contribute to the understanding of course-content and may help students to overcome language problems during the learning process.
The domain of interaction
All experts considered interaction skills important for school success. Language obviously is an important element in the acquisition of interaction skills. However, what exactly the language features are that are required in interaction processes is still something of a mystery. It is unclear which type of language performance is needed for the development of adequate interaction competences.
The experts emphasized the gate-keeping function of interaction skills at school and in society. If students fail to master specific norms of interaction, they will score lower grades at school. Likewise, interaction skills are essential to be able to participate and function adequately in society. Finally, interaction with others is crucial to the learning process. It is in interaction that students learn, explore, and become aware of their own positions and their own thinking (cf. a social-constructivist orientation).
The learning domain
Learning skills are important. They are not just a matter of talent in the sense that one either has them or not; they need to be actively taught. Language and learning are intricately linked. Most of the learning done in schools is verbal in character, takes place through texts, through what students hear, through instruction, through writing things, through talking, by giving presentations. Therefore, it is language learning skills in particular that are important for the learning domain. Students need strategies and the know-how to proceed in improving their language skills. In the internal learning process, students should have a range of abilities, such as the ability to categorize, to remember, to retrieve information, and to reflect on the entire learning process itself.
The domain of presentation
As with all other domains, the experts considered presentation skills important for school success. It was emphasized that while non-verbal presentation skills are quite important, language skills are still an essential precondition for any successful presentation. No matter how nice a (Power Point) presentation may look, if the student is not able to express him-or herself adequately verbally, the presentation is bound to be a failure. Students need to be able to make clear what they know. In this respect, the experts pointed out that presentation skills are important also because they have a relatively strong influence on the teachers' grading behavior. However, this domain should not only refer to the presentation of results, but also to the student's reflection on the learning process, thus, the steps that lead to the results.
Study 2: surveys among teachers
The second study focused on teachers of the two highest grades (9 and 10) of secondary general schools in NRW, Germany.
The German school context According to Gogolin (2009) , the German school system reinforces the interdependence between the background of children and their school success. The school context refers to the holistic institutional setting and is independent of the school building (cf. Schleppegrell 2004) . It refers to the context within which school-related activities take place. This often is the classroom. However, certain school-related activities also take place outside the classroom, for example doing homework. This is highly relevant in the German situation, as school normally ends at about 2 pm and homework, as the name suggests, is supposed to be done at home. Although many schools are taking the term homework less literally these days and much of it is increasingly being done after the regular lesson time but in the school building, pupils still spend a lot of time outside the school building. Bildung is a very common and important concept in the German school context and it is considered the true aim of schooling (Byram 2008) . It goes beyond the notion of education. It is often combined with other terms: The Kultusministerkonferenz in NRW defines the 'Bildungsstandards' for each school subject. The descriptions define all kinds of competences that pupils should master at different levels. Große-Venhaus (2012) mentions language proficiency as a central precondition for 'Bildungsbeteiligung', that is, participation in the educational context. Like Große-Venhaus (2012), Gogolin (2009) considers knowledge of the German language as essential to school success, although she specifies that this concerns the particularities of educational language ('Bildungssprache') rather than the German language in general.
North Rhine-Westphalia
There are a number of reasons why we selected NRW and the so-called 'Hauptschule' there for our teacher survey. First of all because in Germany the responsibility for school issues, i.e. the implementation of educational policies, lies with the individual 'Länder' ('states' together making up the German federation). NRW is not only one of the largest states both in terms of territory and in the number of inhabitants, but it is also a state with a large cultural and linguistic diversity. According to the NRW Ministry of Education, 544,340 pupils (26% of all pupils) in NRW have a migration background. Children are defined as having an immigration background if they emigrated to Germany, if one or both of their parents emigrated to Germany, or if the home language is not German. The pupil's nationality is not a criterion. There are different types of secondary schooling in NRW. Depending on the performance at primary school, children continue their education at one of five secondary school types. The Hautpschule provides the most basic form of secondary education after ten years of primary education. It is where we find the highest percentage (39%) of students with a migration background. Große-Venhaus (2012) investigated the migration and language backgrounds of pupils in NRW. She concluded that on average 15% of all secondary school students speak a language other than German at home. At the Hauptschule, this percentage is much higher (26%) (see Bildungsportal NRW for detailed information on the language use at home and at school of students in the state of NRW).
The teachers and the linguistic diversity in their classes
In all, 58 teachers participated in the survey, which was carried out in May/June 2013. The teachers worked at schools in 30 different cities. Most of the schools were located within the Rhine-Ruhr metropolitan region (= 'Metropolregion RheinRuhr'), but 26 teachers also worked at schools in more rural areas beyond the urban agglomeration. Of the 58 teachers, 21 (36%) were male and 37 (64%) were female. Table 1 gives an overview over the age and work experiences of the teachers.
Most of the participants were teachers of German (35%), 19% taught mathematics and 10% were English teachers. The other subjects were biology, physical education, physics, arts, history, and geography. On average, the 58 teachers estimated that 41% of their students had a multilingual background (SD = 25.61). Their estimates ranged from 0 to 90%. Only one teacher reported having no multilingual students in class.
In addition, teachers (n = 58) named up to three languages that their students spoke at home instead of, or in addition to, German. One teacher reported no other languages besides German; one teacher named one other language; 14 teachers named two; 42 teachers named three other home languages. In all, 25 different home languages were reported. The most frequently mentioned home language was Turkish (mentioned by 47 teachers), followed by Russian (n = 24) and Polish (n = 8). The other languages included Albanian (n = 5), Kurdish (n = 2), and Arabic (n = 2).
The teacher questionnaire
The teachers filled out an online questionnaire consisting of 16 closed questions and structured along two main topics: background information on the school and the students as well as their estimates on school language use in class. After having provided some background information on their age, gender, work place, experience, and the school subject taught, the teachers estimated how many of their students used a language other than German at home. In the questionnaire we indicated that this group of students would be referred to as 'multilingual students'. Subsequently, they were asked to indicate on a 5-point scale the importance of four typical aspects of each of the domains distinguished, that is the aspects considered to be the less and the most cognitively demanding of each domain (= the first and the last aspect of the table presented in Appendix 1). Based on these examples, the teachers were asked about the performance of their students on the five domains. In a second statement, they were asked to indicate on a 5-point scale if they felt monolingual students performed better than multilingual students.
Importance and levels of mastery of the school language domains Whereas the experts reflected on the overall importance of each of the school language domains distinguished, the teachers were asked to provide their opinion on the importance of four typical aspects of each of the domains. In general, all aspects presented to them were estimated to be quite important for students to be successful in their course. Table 2 illustrates the average (dis)agreement on all aspects presented. Within each domain, the aspects are listed in order of importance, starting with the most important one.
The aspects that were considered most important by the teachers correspond to the first aspects of the original tables (see Appendix 1), which represent the less cognitively demanding and most basic skill of each domain. The only exception to this was to be found in the domain of learning. Teachers considered the organization of work procedures slightly more important than the organization of one's own written notes. The teachers were asked to indicate if students generally managed to master the aspects that were relevant in their course. Table 3 illustrates the average estimates on students' school language performances in class, ordered from the domain mastered least to that mastered best. As Table 3 shows, the teachers were not satisfied with the school language skills of their students in any of the domains. All average estimates were at the lower end Table 2 . Importance of school language domains for students as estimated by teachers in means and standard deviations (mean on a 5-point scale, 1 = min/disagree -5 = max/agree). Table 3 . Students' mastery of school language domains as estimated by teachers in means and standard deviations (mean on a 5-point scale, 1 = min/disagree -5 = max/agree).
In the grades 9 and 10 of my main subject, all students master the relevant … M SD of the 5-point scale. The performance on literacy skills was estimated to be the lowest, followed closely by presentation skills. When teachers were asked if monolingual students (with German as their mother tongue) performed better than their multilingual peers, they agreed only in the domains of language and literacy at the higher end of the 5-point scale. Table 4 illustrates the average (dis)agreement on these differences, ordered from the domain with the highest agreement to that with the lowest agreement on differences between the performances of mono-and multilingual students.
Conclusion
The findings presented in this contribution suggest that adequate language skills alone -in the sense of one's command of the (school) language -do not yet make a successful student. For students to be successful at school, other more or less strongly language-related skills are necessary as well. We have drawn up a framework in which we distinguish five domains where specific problems might be located (and improvement of relevant skills may be called for). These domains are: language-internal aspects (mastery of vocabulary, grammar, etc.), literacy (reading and writing skills), interaction (interpersonal communication skills), learning (content-related organizational and studying skills), and presentation (explanatory skills).
In the two studies presented, both informant groups, experts and teachers alike, considered all domains to be highly important and experienced the distinctions made in these domains as meaningful. The teachers considered the most basic aspects of each domain as being the most important, i.e. knowing course-relevant words, understanding the words in written texts, listening carefully in class, organizing work procedures, and naming objects. In all five domains, the teachers' estimates of their students' performance were quite low. In the light of the importance that the teachers attribute to literacy, it is telling that it was in this domain in particular that they were not content with the performance of their students. In the domain of language and literacy, the teachers' responses confirmed that multilingual students perform less well than their monolingual peers. This is in line with the findings reported by Stokmans (2011), and Stokmans (2013) in the Netherlands (which borders the German North Rhine-Westphalia province), being that teachers perceive large problems in teaching literacy, notably in multilingual classrooms. However, in the domains of interaction, learning and presentation, it is not the multilingual backgrounds that can be held responsible for the problems encountered, since these existed for the entire class. Table 4 . Differences between mono-and multilingual students as estimated by teachers in means and standard deviations (mean on a 5-point scale, 1 = min/disagree -5 = max/agree).
In grades 9 and 10 of my main subject, students whose mother tongue is German have better … than multilingual students M SD Among the experts, literacy appeared to represent a core domain of the framework. Because of the many features that written language and school language share, literacy plays a central role in the acquisition and learning of school language (cf. Broeder and Stokmans 2013; Mullis et al. 2012) . Aspects that were emphasized were visual literacy, Internet literacy and notably written production. The experts in this study criticized the bipolar distinction in mono-and multilingual students that is often implemented in studies and policy measurements. They did not deny that the challenges with regard to school language can be larger if students speak other languages at home, but they also underlined that the explanations for the problems encountered are much more complex. Other factors need to be taken into account as well.
Discussion
Schools can no longer expect all students to come to school with the same kind of educational preparation and the same preconditions. This has consequences for school curricula development and for teaching practice. Schools need to include the explicit teaching of language features and competences specific for the school context across all subjects (Gogolin 2009) .
Also considering the large number of drop-outs in secondary education, much could be gained from getting children to go to school more willingly. Removing or at least reducing language barriers by explicitly teaching school-language related competences might turn out to be an important contribution to the realization of this. Offering explicit instruction in the language of schooling may be a much needed bridge to get the process going, opening up corridors of opportunity in society previously blocked and thus creating a truly more level playing field.
This study connects with idea of Inclusive Academic Language Teaching as it was established in the framework of the EUCIM-TE project (Roth et al. 2010) . This involves that teachers of all subjects are responsible not only for teaching the content of their subject, but also for the subject-relevant language features and competences. An important precondition for the implementation of school-language related aspects in daily teaching practice is an awareness among teachers of school subjects that goes beyond the basic general aspects of school language. The lack of awareness in practice calls for the development of appropriate modules in teacher education at university, in pre-service training after university and in in-service training. In the framework of the EUCIM-TE project, a 'Core Curriculum for Inclusive Academic Language Teaching' has been developed. It defines core competences of teachers and serves as a guideline for the implementation in the different national educational systems in Europe (Roth et al. 2010 ).
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